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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).

OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Kendall D. Wright appeals his conviction and 142-month sentence
after pleading not guilty to possession with intent to distribute crack
cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. 8 841(a)(1) (1994) and 21 U.S.C.
8§ 846 (1994). On appeal, Wright argues the district court erred in (1)
qualifying Detective Fields as an expert witness as to drug trafficking
patterns and practices, and (2) finding Wright possessed a dangerous
weapon pursuant to USSG § 2D1.1(b)(1). We affirm.

The district court’s decision to accept or reject the qualifications of
an expert is reviewed for abuse of discretion. United States v. Powers,
59 F.3d 1460, 1470-71 (4th Cir. 1995). Rule 702 of the Federal Rules
of Evidence authorizes the presentation of expert opinion testimony
in cases in which "scientific, technical, or other specialized knowl-
edge will assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to deter-
mine a fact in issue."” Fed. R. Evid. 702. Based on the testimony
contained in the record, it is clear Fields had extensive experience and
specialized training, satisfying the requirements of an expert witness
under Fed. R. Evid. 702. This court has repeatedly upheld the admis-
sion of law enforcement officers’ expert opinion testimony in drug
trafficking cases. United States v. Gastiaburo, 16 F.3d 582, 589 (4th
Cir. 1994) (listing cases). Therefore, we conclude the district court
did not abuse its discretion in qualifying Fields as an expert on drug
trafficking patterns and practices in the community.

As to Wright’s second claim, a two-level enhancement must be
given under USSG § 2D1.1(b)(1) if a dangerous weapon was pos-
sessed during the offense. Application Note 3 provides that the
enhancement applies if the weapon is present, unless it is clearly
improbable that the weapon was connected with the offense. The
determination that a weapon is present in a manner that justifies
enhancement is a factual question subject to review for clear error.
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United States v. Apple, 915 F.2d 899, 914 (4th Cir. 1990). Because
a firearm was present in the motel room at the time of Wright’s arrest,
and because Wright has not established it was "clearly improbable
that the weapon was connected with the offense,” we conclude the
district court did not clearly err in making the enhancement.

For these reasons, we affirm Wright’s conviction and sentence. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not significantly aid in the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



